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NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20594

Adopted: August 12, 1980

SAFETY FFFRECTIVENESS EVALUATION OF
THE MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION BUREAU'S
PIPRLINE DATA SYSTiIM

L INTRODUCTION

The Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 i/ (as amended) makes the
Secretsry of Transportation responsible for promulgating and enforeing gas pipeline
safety regulations to reduce the potentinl for fatalities, injuries, and property
damage associated with pipeline fsailures. To meet these responsibilities, the
Secrectary is authorized by the Act to collect data on natural gas pipeline systems.
The Act states that:

Each person who engages in the transportation of gas or who owns or
operates pipeline facilities shall estoblish and maintain such records,
make such reports. and provide such informaticn as the Secretary may
reasonably require to enable him to determine whether such person has
acted or is acting in compliance with this Aect and the standards
established under this Aet,

Regulations specifying reporting requirements for pipeline operators were
published in 1973 end are contained in 49 CFR 181, The stated purpose of these
requirements is to provide:

factusl data that will give the L. »partiment a sound »tatistical base with
which to define safety problems, determine their uncerlying causes, and
propose regulatory solutions. 2/

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the managemeat and use by the
Department of T'ransportation {DOT) of its gas pipeline data systam. An extensive
pipeline system in the United States and limited DOT resources have meant that
both regulatory development and enforcement activity in pipeline safety have been
selective. Because DOT pipeline resources are uniikely to significantly increase in
thie future, the National Transportation Safety Roard (NTSB) belie ses that use of &
data system to identify problems and direet limited resources is of particular
iroportance to those DOT offices rosponsible for promoting th: public safety
regarding gas pipelines. In the past, these offices have been criticized both for
inad.quacies ir: the data which are collected and for the absence of a plan for data
vse. In this evaluation, the NTSB examines the types of data collected, how the
data systemv operates, and how it is being used. Also, this study evaluates the
DOT's efforts to improve the data system and whether furthe: changes are
required,

/ Natural Gas 2ipeuiine Safety Aet of 1968, P.1., 90-481, August 12, 1968; 49 USC
671 et seq,
/ 35 FR 317, Jenuary 8, 1970.
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This study deals with the natural gas pipeline data system. However, the
findings of this report are also applicable to the data collection systein and data
uses {or liquid pipelines. For the purposes of this study, the gas pipeline data
system will be considered to include two general types of information. Certain
data are required to be submitted by pipeline operators in acecrdance with Federal
regulations. These include telephonie notification of leaks, written reports of
leaVs, and written annual reports. These data are ~omputerized and comprise the
basis of the plpeline data system, Other information, such as the results of
enforcement actions, are contained in pipeline office records and files, end also are
considered part of the pipeline data system. Afl of these data types sre discussed
in detail in chapter 11,

This report was developed by the NTSB through review of past NTSB reports;
through review of the relevant legislation, legislative history, and pipeline safety
regulations, includinz n review of selected Notices of Proposed Rulemaking
(NPRM's) and docket comments; through a general literature search, including past
reports on pipeline data systems and relevant congressional testimony; tnrough
review of DOT documentation concerning enforcement and regulatorv activity
associated with pipeline data; and by conducting extensive inlerviews, Interviews
were conducted with DOT officials associated with pipeline regulaticn and
enforcement, including office heads and division chiefs, as well as othcr staff
{including regional office staff). In addition, representatives from industry were
consulted.

I. BACKGROUND

a.  Organization and Resources of the Materials Transportation Bureau

Over a million miles of pipeline transpcrt natural gas to mo'e than
46 million customers in the United Stutes. This pipeline network is run by nearly
30,000 operators subject to Federal regulations, and consists of 810,000 n-iles of
distribution system mains, 180,000 miles of trensmission system lines, and 20,000
miles of gathering system lines. 3/ In 1978, 840,00n gas leaks wore reported to
have heen repaired by operators of gus pipeline systems; 2,000 of these were
serious enough to require, by regulatior, an individual lesk report. The serious
faitures in the system during 1978 resulted in 37 fatalities and 452 injuries. 4/

Gas pipeline safety was made the responsibility of the Secretacy of
Transportation by the Natural Gas Pipeline Safetv Act of 1968, wihich has been

3/ A gathering Tinc Ts a pipeline or network of pipelines that transports natura: gas
from an individual well or current production facilitv to a compressor stasion,
processing point, transmission line, or main trunk pipeline, A transmission line
transmits gas from a source of supply to one or more distribution centers, to one or
more large volume customers, or interconnects sources of supply. A distribution
lin= carries or controls the supply of gas to finol delivery at a sales meter.

4/ For gas pipeline statistics see Materials Transpoctation Bureau, "Tenth Arnual
Report on the Administration of the Natural Gas Pipeline Sufety Act,"
(DO I-ESPA-M13-79/1) and draft copy of "Natural Gas Pipeline Statisties,"” April
1980, Annual Keport for 1978 (DOT-TSC~-ESPA-80-2).
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most recently amended by the Pipeline Safety Act of 1979. 5/ The Seeretary has
delegated his guthority for pipeline safety to the Director of the Materials
Transportation Burcau (MTB), & functional unit within the DOT's Research and
Special Programs Administration (RSPA). Prior to a reorganization within the MTR
in June 1978, pipeline safety functiors were handled by a single MTB division first
called the Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) and later renamed the Office of Pipeline
Safety Operations (OPSO). Bubsequent to June 1978, the functions of OPSO were
divided among several officas. The current organization of the MTB is shown in
figure 1.

Development and issuance of regulations is carried out by the Dffice of
Pipeline Safety Regulation, which is staffed by 18 persons (clerical support
included). Enforcement activities are handled by the Pipeline Safety Enforcement
Division within the Office of Operations and Enforcement (OOE). Much of the
pipeline enforcement function is carcied out through five regional offices,
headquartered in Washington, D.C., Atlanta, Xansas City, Houston, and
Burlingame, California, The enforcement division is staffed with 27 persons, 21 of
whom comprise the staifs of the regional offices. 6/ The regional chiefs report
directly to the head of the OOE, and are allowed relative autonomy in planning and
carrying out enforcement duties in thelr regions.

A third MTB unit whose operstions are of concern to this report is the
Safety Data Management Branch, a part of the Program Development Division
within the Office of Program Support. It is this office which deals most directly
with the pipeline data which are required by regulation to be submitted by
individual operstors. At preseni, there is no head, or acting head, of the Office of
Program Support, nor is there a chief or acting chief of the Program Development
Division. Both these positions rre vacant, and bave been so since April 1979 and
August 1978, respectively. Responsibility for the pipeline data system currently
lies with *he chief of the Progrim Analysis Branch, who is, concurrently, acting
chief of the Safety Date Management Branch and program manager for the
development of the Hazardous Materials Information System (HMIS). 7/ His staff,
available for work on pipeline data, ennsists of two persons, most of whose time is
spent processing incoming report forms and answering requests for data, most
external to the MTB, The acting tranch chief reports directly to the MTB director,
but without the authorily of an a:ting office head. There is no mission statement
describing the duties of this unit and defining its role in the agency.

5/ Pipeline Safety Act of 1979, P.L. 96-129, November 30, 1979. Statutcry
authority for the regulation of all pipeline and storage facilities used for
transporting hazardous gases and liquid in commerce is provided by several
additionsat laws: Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended {30 USC 185); Hazardous
Materials Transportation Act of 1974 (49 USC 1801 et seq); Transportation of
Explesives Act (18 USC 1520 (a)); end the Alaska Naturel Gas Transportation Act
of 1976 {15 USC 719).

@/ Staffing of each region is as follows: East, 3; South, §; Central, 5; Southwest, 5;
West, 3.

1/ The HMIS is an effort to establish a DOT-wide data base which would
centrulize, make accessible, and plan analyses of informatlon regarding all
hezardous materials transportation modes, including pipeline.
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MTB officials have told the NTSB that a reorganization is being planned
to deal with this situation, The Office of Program Support is to be abolished and
replaced by an Office of Regulatory Planning and Analysis. The purpose of this
unit, to be staffed on a par with the other MTB offices (18-20 persons) would he:

to provide integrated planning, development and evaluation of
regulatory activities of MTB; to assure that all such activities are fully
coordinated internally and externally; and to maintain the informetion
system necessary to support these activities. 8/

Functions of the office are to include establishing and maintaining reporting
systems which "gather, process, and anelyze accident and operation data for
pipeline operators...." As of this writing, the planning for this new office bas
been approved by the RSPA and is being reviewed by the Office of the Secreiary of
Transportation.

It should also be noted that a RSPA division separate from the MTB, the
Transportation Systems Center {TSC; located in Cambridge, Massachusetts), works
with the MTB, in particular, the Safety Data Manugement Branch, to provide
computer services and to help in the development of a RSPA-wide data system.

In interviews with the NTSB, MTB pipeline ofticials repeatedly pointed
out the limited resources available to regulate and enforce pipeline safety. For
example, in the enforcement office's western region, 2 inspectors are responsible
for a pipeline network of nearly 200,000 miles {about 1/5 of the total system),
including an estimated 15,000 master meter operators (about 1/2 of the total in the
system}. 9/ Nonetheless, the upper management of the RSPA and the MTRB believe
the current staff is sufficient, and no requests for additional staffing are being
made to Congress.

b.  Tre Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968

Before examining the pipeline data system as it presentlv exists, il is
necessary to review several aspects of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968
which have a direet bearing on the pipeline data system. First, not all pipeline
systems are covered by the legislation. While, in general, gathering, transmission
and distribution systems ajl fall within Federal jurisdiction, gathering lines in rural
areas, outside the limits of a city, town, village, or other residzntial or commercial

8/ Draft missior. statemerd, from Office of the Director, MTB.

9/ A master meter system is a gas distribtition system supplying gas to more than
ohe user or outlet beyond the meter (i.e., apartment buildings, mobile home parks,
shopping centers, hospitals, universities, ete.). Master meter systems are generally
operated by companies or individuals whose main business is not the distribution
and sale of gas.
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area, are exempt from Federal regulation. 10/ Consequently, no data is collected
by the MTB on rural gathering lines. it should be added that most gathering lines
are in rural areas.

Second, while interstate pipeline facilities (with the exception noted
above) are subject to Federal Jurisdiction, the Act provides a mechanism whereby
the States may assume all or partial responsidility for pipeline safety as related to
intrastate systems. Under section 5(a} of the Act, a State agency, usually a public
service commission, may regulate its intrastate p:peline facilities if it submits to
the Secretary of Transportation an annual certification. By this process the State
azency certifies that it:

(1) has regulatory jurisdietion over the safety standards and piactices
of [its intrastate] pipeline facilities and transportation of gas

(2) has adopted each Federal safety standard applicable to such
pipeline facilities and transportation of gas established under [the] Act
as of the date of the certification

(3) is enforcing each such standard, and

{4) has the authority to require record maintenance, reporting, and
inspection substantially the same as are provided under [appropriate
sections of the Act].

In addition, State law must provide for the enforcement of the safety standards of
such State agency by way of injunctive and monetary sanctions.

A second tvpe of agreement between the States and Federal
government may be established under section 5(b) of the Ac*. In this case, those
State agencies which cannot, or do not wish to, provide for the enforcement of the
cufety standards for their intrastate pipeline systems, may nonetheless assume
responsibility for monitoring and inspecting such facilities. Under a 5(b)
agreement, a State agency ayees to:

(1) establish an adequate pregram for record maintenance, reporting,
and inspection designed to assist compliance with Federal safety
standards, [and)

(2) establish procedures for approval of plans of inspeetion and
maintenance substantially the same as are required [by the Act].

10/ In order to extend Federal protectlon to pockets of population in rural areas,
the Secretary of Transpartation is given authority to define, as circumstances
require, what is a "nonrural” area (i.e,, an areca where Federal pipeline safety
regulaticns do spply). The legislative historv of the Act states:

The committee wishes it to be clear that its thougnt as to a populated area
does not mean that it must be one with a total of a large number of people.
It is evident tha: to a few the safetly standards pertaining to a pipeline
passing near thelr houses, their school, or their place of emplovment is of as
much concern as though they were part of a large group.
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Under such agreement, the State agency must promptly notify the Secretary of any
violation or probable violation of a Federal safety standard which is discovered as a
result of its program.

Anyv State program ostablished either by 5{a) certification or 5(b)
agreement is subject to monitoring by the Secretary to assure that such programs
ar2 heing carried out in compliance with the certification or agreement. In 1977,
46 State agencies filed 5(a) certifications 11/ and 7 States entered into 5(b)
agreements.

Finally, a third relationship betwecen States and Federal government
occurs in certain cases where the State ageney has volunlarily agreed to conduct
surveillance of interstate pipeline facilities as an agent of the DOT. In 1977, 14
States had such agreements with the DOT,

Thus, while the DOT is responsiole tor the safety of nearly all gas
pipeline systems, there exists a ~complex pattern for jurisdictional control over
pipeline operators. It is further complicated by variation within States. For
example, Arizona has jurisdietion over municipally owned distribution systems but
not o' er master meter operators., Delaware, on the other hand, controls master
mete* operators, bul nct municipally owned distribution systems. Indiana has
jurisdiction over both, while Kentueky has jurisdiction over neither, As & result of
jurisdictional variation between States, the MTB regional offices differ in the types
of operators for which thev are directly responsible, and on which they can collect
information directiv. While leak and annual reports are required bv the MTB from
pipeline operators, regardless of whose jurisdiction within which they fall, other
information, such as that resulting from monitoring and inspection activities, may
be collected bv various agencies, each using somewhnat different procedures. Such
data cre seldom located centrally for any vniform strata of operator or pipeline
system tvpes, and are seldom uniform in either format or qusality.

. TEE GAS PIPELINE DATA SYSTEM

The largest body »f ges pipeline data collceted by the MTRB resuits from the
requirements set forth in 49 CFR 191. Part 191 preseribes the reporting of "gas
leaks that are not intended bv the operator and that require immediate or
scheduled repair and of test failures, . .." Three types of reports are deseribed in
the regulation--telephonic notificatiors of leaks. written reports of leaks, and
written annual reports, Each of the three reports applies o a somewhat different
population of operators and incidents which are defined in each case by criteria set
forth in Part 191, As noted avove, the reporting requiremients do not apply to leaks
and test failures which occur in rural gathering lines,

All operators musl give notice by teleptone as soon as possible after the
discovery of certain legks, Such ieaks include those which:

(1} causc a death or personel injury requiring hospitalization
(2) require the taking of any segment of transmissicn pipeline out of
service

"l"}'/ These included the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and two agencies in
Florida.




(3) result in gas igniting

(4) cause damage to the property of the op-rator or others estimated at
$5,000 or more

(5) in the judgment of the operator, are significant, even though they may
not meet criteria (1) to(4). 12/

The information given in a telephoni» notification is to include the time and
location of the leak, fatalities and injuries, if any, and other significant facts that
are known and relevant to the cause of the leak.

The telephonic notification itself is made to the National Response Center
operated by the Coast Guard. 13/ On a daily basis, these data are coilected by
MTB's Safety Data Management Branch and are ccmputerized. A printout of tne
leak notifications {approximately 7 to 10 occur each day) is forwarded daily to the
OOE. Approximately once a month, a printout of telephonic notifications is
forwarded to the five regional offices. In addition to the basic data obtained in the
notification, this printout indicates whether a written leak report will be required
for an incident, or whether a written report is overdue.

Written leak reports are required in certain cases within 20 days of detection
of a leak. However, requirements aiffer for operators of distribution systems and
those operating transmission and gathering svstems. In the case of distribution
systems, a written report must be made for anv leak which requires a telephonic
notification or which, because of the location. requires "immediate repair and
other emergency action to protect the public such as evacuation of 8 building,
blocking off an area, or rerouting of traffic.” However, only operators of
distribution systems serving more than 100,000 customers are required to make
written reports of such leaks.

For transmission and gathering systems (excepting, as noted above, gathering
systems in rural areas), a written leak report is required from all operators when
the following types of leaks are detected:

{1} aleak requiring telephonic notic

(2} alcakin a transmission line that ) couires immediale repair

{(3) a test failure that occurs while testing either with gas or another test
medium,

Written leak reports for both distribution and transmission/gathering lines arc
made on standardized DOT forms (DOT F7100.1 "Leek Report-Distribution System"
and DCT F7100.2 "Leak Report or Test Failure - Transmission and Gathering
Systems." Sce appendix,) While the two forms are not identical, approximately 90
percent of the data required by each is the same. The remaining 10 percent
reflects genevie differences between distribution and transmission/gathering

12/ Operators need not give telephoric netice in the case where criteria (2) or (3)
occur solely as a result of planned or routine maintenuance or construction.
13/ In a letter to all operators of gas pipeline facilities dated January 29, 1971, the
Acting Director of the Office of Pipaline Safely stated that "in moest cases this
telepnonic report can and should be inade within one to two hours after discovery.”
This positivn was reaffirined in an OPSO Advisory Bulietin of March 1977.

-t N
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systems. Information required by the forms for the most part involves short
answers or checking boxes; therefore, within each of the two teak reports the data
are, in format, relatively uniform and easily comparcble. The data include where
and when the incident occurred, part of the svstem which leaked or failed, pipe
material and specifications, method of leak detection and type of repair, fatalities
gnd/or injuries, damage estimates, environment of the incident, and additional
informaticn concerning failures due to corrosion, damage by outside forces, or
construction defect or material failure.

The leak report forms (approximately 2,000 per vear) are mailed directly to
the MTB's Safety Data Management Branch. The forms ere quickly scanned, then
forwar’ed te the TSC where a contractor computerizes the data. On-iine storsge
of the data makes them available continually to the MTB and tapes uf the data
{compiled annuallv) can be purchased by the public. The original leak reports are
returned to the MTB and stored.

Title 49 CFR 191 rlso requires annual reports for distribution systems and for
transmission and gathering systems (DOT F7100.1-1 "Annual Report for Calendar
Year 19 Distribution System," and DOT F7100,2-1 "Annual Report for Calendar
Year 19 Gas Transmission and Gathering Systems." See fppendix.) Annual
reports must be submitted by all operators, with the exceptivn of distribution
system operators of petroleum gas systems which serve less than 100 customers
from a single source. The annual report {orms, like the leak report forms for
distribution and transmission/gatnering lines, are largely similar, though not
identical. The information requested is almost entirely nuantitative, and includes
data on miles of pipe and number of servicas; age of various types of pipe; miies of
cathodically protected pipe; location, caus2, and number of leaks repaired; number
of fatalities, injuries and amount of property damage; and frequency and tvpe of
leak surveys. ‘The forms are to be submitted by February 15 for the preceding
calendar year, and are coliected by the Safety Data Management Branch, Over
4,500 such forms are received each year., These ere forirarded to the TSC where
the data are validated and computerized. The data are thus available on on-line
storage, as well as un tapes, copies of which can be purchased. The original reports
are returned to the MTB and stored.

Automation of the telephonie, leak, and annual renorts consists of entering
the raw data from the forms into a computer. The data are maintained as three
separate files; thev are not integrated together, or with other data, At present, no
programs are run which, on a regular basis, generate statistics from the raw data.

Several additional types of pipeline data are collected by the MTB in the
course of {ts regulatory and enforcement activities. While these are not as uniform
in format as the leak or annual reports, they do constitute a store of information
which is available to the MTB,

As discussed above, the Natural € .s Pipeline Safety Act of 1988 permits
State agencies to file Section S5(a) certifications or enter into Section 5(b)
agreements with the Secretary of Transportation. A State agency which files a
5{a) certification or 5(b) agreement is eligible to apply for a grant-in-aid of up to
50 percent of the cost of carrying out the nipeline safety program. Each State
jurisdiction files a 5(a) certification, makes a 5(b) agreement, or applies for a
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grant-in-aid by annually submitting certain data to the MTB. Data which must be
submitted on the 5(a) or 5(b) forms include the following:

(1) a tabulation cf the tvpes of interstate gas facilities over which the
Stat? does and does not have jurisdiction

(2} alist of operators subject 1o the State agencv's jurisdiction

(3) a list of pipeline accidents including numbers of injuries revquiring
hospitatization, numbei of fatslities, amount of property damage
(exceeding $1.000), name of companv, and causes; all available reports
concerning the State agency's investigation of each accident are to be
attached

a summary of the State inspection and compliance actions, ineluding
number of operators inspected, enforcement actions taken, and
penalties assessed

a list of records maintained by the State agencv pertaining to its qas
pipeline safety program, and a list of pipeline safety reports required by
the State agency from operators over which it has jurisdiction, and

(6) a list of State empiovees involved in the pipeline safetv program,
including the percentage of time each is involved with pipeline safety.

The file on cach State agency also contains applications for grants-in-aid.
Such applications require a general description of the agency's safety program, as
well as detailed budgetary information. In addition, the file contains the results of
periodic inspections of the State agency which are carried out by the OOE's
regional pipeline officers. Inspectors from the regional offices monitor the
programs of the State agencies with 5{(a) certifications or 5(b) agreements and
eomplete a form which awards points to the agency based on a series of eriteris, in
effect "grading” the agenay's program. While some of the questions on the
inspection form award pointz on an objective basis, most of the questions require
subjective judgments on the inspector's part and thus limit the potential for
quantification of such data. The regional office retains a copy for its records and &
copy is also on file with the Pipeline Safety Enforcement Division along with the
5(a) certification or 5(b) agreement,

These data associated with State agency activities in pipeline safety are
maintained by MTB's Pipeline Safety Enforcement Division. The information is not
automated, r.or published, though it is availadle to the public.

A sceond file of data maintained by the Pipeline Safety Enforcement Division
contains recrds of actions taken when an operator is found to be in violation of
plpeline ~afety regulations, When a case of noncompiiance with regulations is
found by an inspector, the OOE regional chief issues a "notice of probable
violation" which describes the regulation violateu and notifies the operator of the
potential penally. This action triggers the opening of a Compliance Progress File,
eontaining a copy of the notice of probable violation, a violation report (a detalled
explanation of the violation derived from the Inspeetion of the pipeline system),
anc whatever documentation is thereafter generated u: the case develops. Both
the regional office and the OOE maliitain a copy of the Complia.:ce Progress File,
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Beyond certain general similarities in f«  +t, these data are not upiform or
standardized. In addition, like the 5(a) certifi. . .n and 5(h) agreement daia, they
are nol sutomated, though thev ere open to the public after a case has been
closed. 14/

Finelly, some cumulative data resulting from pipeline safeiy enforcement
activities are available to the MTB, For example, the OOE's regionsl offices
malntain files on their Inspection activities. Monthly activities reports from the
reglons summarize the month's inspection program, detalling the sections of the
pipeline regulations for which violations have been found, and types of action
taken., These monthly reports thus constitute a sutamary of some information
contained in the Compliance Progress Files.

Another source of data, external to the MTB (though, bv law, accessible to it)
is the records of inspection and enforccment actions undertaken by State agencies
vith either 5(a) certifications or 5(b) agreements. Certain data from these records
are summarized annually by the State agency when it files a 5(s) certification or
5(b) agreement »ad the records themselves are inspected periodically as a part of
the MTB's enforcement activities. The State records vary widely in format and
completeness from State ageney to State agency, hcewever, and none of these data
are compuicrized,

IV. CURRRNT USE OF THE PIPELINE DATA SYSTEM

The only use of the pipeline data which is required either by regulation or
internal policy is the preparation of an annual report. The Natural Ges Pipeline
Safety Act of 1968 requires a "comprehensive report on the administration of the
Act,” and lists 11 specific topies which must be covered, Pipeline data must be
collected and summarized for this purpose. At present, however, the latest report
available is for calendar vear 1977. The report for 1978 has been compteted but
not published; the 1979 report has not vet been completed.

As noted above, the Safety Data Managemeri Branch is responsible for
processing the data acquired through telephonie, leak, and annual reports. When
data from these sources are needed, a request s made to this branch, The branch
does virtually no analysis of the dota, but rather collects and enters the
information In automated files making it available upon request, The branch's
pipeline Jata responsibilities are carried out by three persons, including the branch
head whe Las additional responsibilities as well.

Interviews with MTB pipeline oificials, as well as review of relevant files,
clearly indicate that the data dercribed above are only minimally used by the MTR
in the course of its regulatory and enforcement activitivs. Records for the past
year indieate that approximately 75 percent of the requests to the Safety Data
Management Branch for pipeline data come from outside the MTB. These sources
include Congressmen, attorneys, insurance firms, journalists, and public interest
groups, Federal agencies such as the NTSB and the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission also request data. Generally, either information on a specific

14/ Documents pertaining to cases still in progress may also be made available if
specifically requested under the Freedo. : of Information Act. The decisicn to open
such files is made by the RSPA's legal otfice.
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pipeline incident or tasic descriptive statisties are asked for. The NTSH, in its
accident investigations, may request data from the OOE on rompliance checks
made by regioral offices on a particular operator. Though some of these external
requests are made under the Freedom of Inforination Act and therefore must be
addizssed immediately, in general all requests for data are expeditiously handled
by the Safety Data Management Branch,

Far fewer requests for data come from in-house sources where use of the
data system is infrequent and irregular. During the past year, » total of about two
dozen data requests have been made by either the pipeline regulatory or
enforcement offices. 15/ Requests from the staff of the regulations office have
included: a list of distribution operators with cast-iron mains; data on plastic pipe
failures by cause by year; the number of gas services for a dozen specific
operators; a breakdown of percentage of operevtors by number of customers served;
distribution system failure statistics for materiat failures by size of company. The
pipeline enforcement office appears to ask for data less often, requesting specific
leak repoits in & majority of cases. Requests by the regulation and enforcement
offices are not for comprehensive amounts of data, and thus, obviously,
comprehensive portions of the data are not analyzed by these offices. Requests
are made Infraquentlvy, and MTB stalf indicated that analysis of data from the
pipeline date buse rarely, if ever, served to actually generate either regulatory or
enforcement action.

While the Safety Date Munagement Hrunch responds to requests and does not
analyze pipeline data, some efforts have been made by the branch to provide other
MTB pipeline offices with data not specifically requested. During the past vear,
the Seafety Data Management Branch has compiled periodic summaries of
telephonic reports, forwarding them, slong with copies of individual leak reports,
to the regional offices. At least one region then forwards a copy of the telephonic
report on to its State agencies. The reports are used by the regions and States to
assure that they are aware of incidents within their respective jurisdictions,

In addition, the TSC has recently prepared for the Safety Dala Managcement
Branch & voluminous ~ompilation of data from 1378 annual reports. This volume,
whicn presents essentially a collection of raw data with little analysis, presents a
national summary of the data, followed by regional and State breakdowns. It is
currently in a draft form being reviewed within the MTB for its usefulness, or
potential usefulness, to the regulation and enforcement offices,

To a limited extent, the pipeline enforcement reglonal offices use the data
they collect in the course of inspections and compliance violation cases. Records
are kept and checked by staff merbers in the course of daily activities, However,
neither the files on State programs nor the compliance progress files are regularly
analyzed., Regional enforcement officlals indicated that since riearly 50 percent of
their titne Is spent traveling, they have little time for such analysis in any case.
Recently, some data from these files were guthered for discussion at a quarterly
meeting of regional chiefs. This included tabulations of State inspection activities,
personnel resources and qualifications by State, the results of OOE inspeetions of
the State agency programs, and a summary by region of the sections of the pipeline
regulaiions which had been violated.

157 Requests may be Tormal or informal (i.e.i by memo or telephone). Program

Dévelopment keeps a record of all, or neariy all, requests of both types, however.
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The NTSB questioned MTB officials concerning coordination between the
various pipeline offices regarding use of the data system. The Safety Data
Management Branch stated that it regards its function as responding to requests by
the other pipeline offices. The division does rot beiieve that it has the capability
for data analysis, nor does it see itself responsible for suggesting or determining
the data needs of the other two offices. It has issued requests for an explication of
data needs to both offices, but indicated that it is difficult to get feeddback from
either one,

Officials in regulations and enforcement offices generally agreed that the
Safety Data Management Branch's job is to provide the data they need, and they
indicated that they had communicatec to the branch some of these neecs.
However, while acknowledging their own responsibilities regarding use of the data
system and iis potential benefits, officials of both regulations and enforcement
offices expressed reservations about the utility of the data and of time spent
planning uses of the data system, Regulations and enforcement officials pointed to
the unreliability of the date, citing the Safety Duta Management Branch's inabilily
to accurately validate and process the information, Also, officials pointed out
their own limited staffs and the extensive requirements on their time. One official
noted that the highest priority for his office work had to go to carrying out the
required daily functions of the office; developing improvements in the data system
simply had a low priority due to limited resources.

V. PAST EVALUATION OF THE PIPELINE DATA SYSTEM

The DOT established pipeline data reporting requirements in 1970 as
authorized by the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968. A variety of
organizations, however, soon began to point out inadequacies in the data being
collected, and to suggest the need for revision of the data forms and reporting
requl.ements The NTSB, in August 1973, for example, recommended that the MTB
"improve the accldent-rerorting requlrements in order to obtain a better
understanding of the causee of failures of cast-iron mains." 18/ As a result of such
recommendations from t.e NTSB as well as comments from pipeline industev
organizations, «i-> MTB contracted with the University of Oklahoma for an analysis
of the pipeli.e --.ta svstem, "to identify any problems with the data reporting
forms and any data need not currently being met by the existing system.” 17/ The
study, which was completed in October 1974, made recommendations concerning
both the data system itself and the uses to which it was being put. Related to the
reporting forms, the study coneluded that:

o the exclusion from leak reports of distribution operators with less than
100,000 services [49 CFR 191.9{a)] seriously limited the use of the
data system

significant problems of data accuracy exist for 1970 data, and, to a
lesser extent, for 1971, 1872 and 1973 data

16/ NTSB, "Pipeline Accident Report--Atlanta Gas Light Company, Atlante,
Eeorgia, August 31, 1972 "(NTSB-PAR-73-3) August 16, 1973; recommendation P-73-37.
17/ "Analysis and Management of A Pipeline Safety Information System,”

g‘a ,i(e's;t% t;)f (()))klahoma, January 1975, Report No. DOT-TST-75-47 (Contract No.
y Do 2
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other methods of collecting data should be explored, such as indepth
accident investigation by multidisciplinary teams, similar to that done
by the NTSB

o the data forms need to be changed,
Concerning MTB uses of the data, the report recommended that:

o individual leak report data should be utilized annually to compare the
safety performance of individual operators

annual report and leak report data should be analyzed statistically at
least every 2 vears

after 7-10 years of cata have been collected, consideration should be
given to use time-trend analysis on a yearly basis.

The study also concluded that, hecause of low anticipated use, it eppeared
unwarranted to recommend installation of a computer terminal in the OPSO {7 the
purpose of performing data analyses. 18/

Following the University of Oklahoma report, the OPSO began revising its
pipeline data forms. During 1975, 1976, and 1977, revisions were discussed among
OPSO staff members and comments were solicited from State agencies, from
industry and industry-related organizations (such as the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers Gas Piping Standards Committee), and from the NTSB. The
NTSB commented in a lettér of February 23, 1977, which addressed the exemption
from written reporting requirements of distribution system operators with less than
100,000 customers, The NTSB stated:

We belleve that DOT Form F 7100.1, Leak Report-Distribution System,
should be filed by all gas disteibution systems regardless of the number
of services operated by the system.... Our investigative experience
indicates that major accidents occur in systems with less than 100,000
services almost as frequently as in systems with 100,000 or more
services.

The NTSB reiterated this suggestion and offered further, more extensive comments
in a letier of March 22, 1977, In this response, the NTSB identified 128 data entry
blocks which it found to be unnecessary; meade suggestions intended to clarily to
the operator exactly what information is desired; and made comments aimed at
"making the requested data more useful in evaluating reported incidents, . . ."

In June 1978, the MTB published an NPRM proposing revision of the pipeline
reporting forms, to "lacilitate data processing, provide more appropriste date or
data needed to adininister new or amended statutes, ané be easier to
understand.” 18/ ‘The NPRM proposed to extend reporting requirements to rural

18[ rb]d:’ p- ‘“So
10/ 43 PR 24478, June 5, 1978,
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gathering lines in responie to a 1976 recommendation by the NTSB, 20/ and to
revoke the exemption for small petroleum gas systems fromn annual reporting
requirements. Also, abbreviated annusl reporting requirements weve proposed for
distribution systems with fewer than 2,500 customers., The proposed effective
dates for the revised forins were January 1, 1979, for Leak Reports and
February 15, 1980, for Annual Reports.

The NPRM generates a variety of comment, includiug responses by State
publie service commissions, gas companies, indusiry orgenizations such as the
American Gas Asscciation and the American Petroleum Ipstitute, and the NTSQR,
which agzain offered specific suggestions on the proposed revisions. In particulsr,
the NTSB stated:

Changes to the existing annual ard individual report forms should have
been developed based on & plan for analvsis. Through conversation with
Office of Pipeline Safety Operations staff, it was learned that no plan
for analysis has been developed, 21/

Following the 1978 NPRM, revisions to the forms were discussed within the
MTRB. In particular, it was decides to consolidate ontn a single form the individual
leak report data for both distribution and transmission/gathering lines. While
separate annual report forms were retaired for  distribution and
transmission/gathering lines, the MTB devised & shcetened annual report form for
distribution system operators with less than 2,500 se: vices,

At present, work has not progressed beyond this stage. The proposed forms
are still in a rough format being worked on within the MTB. They have yet to be
put in final form or approved by the Office of Management and Budget. The staff
member responsible for the forms told the NTSB that a final rule on the data forms
was tentatively scheduled to be issued by November 1980. 1t was not known
whether leak reporting requirements would be extended to rural gathering lines or
to sm.aller distribution system operators,

The NTSB's cvaluation revealed that no plan for data analysis has becn
developed by the MTB during the past 2 years to assict In developing new data
forms. Interviews with the staff member who had primary responsibility for
developing the new forims, as well as with the former head of the Office of Pipeline

20/ NTSB, "Pipeline Accident Report--Texas Oil and Ges Corporation, 6-Inch
Natural Gas-Gathering Pipeline Fallure, Meridian, Mississippi, May 21, 1974"
(NTS8-PAR-76-1) Februarv 4, 1976. The recommendaticn to the DOT stated:

Promulgate regulations under the Hazardout Materials Transportation
Act for natural gas-gathering pipelines in rural areas, similar to the
regulations promulgated for natural gas transmission and distribution
pipelines in 49 CFR 192, (P-768-5)

In a reply to the NTSB of June 17, 1976, the MTB Dircctor said that the MTB
proposed, before issuing regulations, to extend the reporting requirements to rursl
gathering lines in order to collect data to assess the safety probiem.

21/ NTSB letier dated July 10, 1978, (0 MTB Docket No, OPS-49; Notice 1.
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Safety Regulati. .3, indicated that development of changes in the forms was done
primarily by attempting to establish a "consensus" on the various aspects of the
forms which need~d modificaticn. Comments were reviewed by an ad hoe
committee of MTB stafl, and an 2ffcet was then made to establish a consensus on
various specifics related to the data form. The difficulty of reaching a consensus
was cited as one reason for the siow movement of efforts to change the forms.

The MTB has recently meade seme efforts to plan uses of its pipeline data. A
1979 enforcement office memorandum 22/ suggested various data needs and
potential uses for the data systemn. The memorandum stated that some basic
statistics must be zenerated oh a regular basis so that compsrisons can be made,
These might include leak rates for a variety of categories, such as types of
plpeline, size of operator, or type of operator (i.e., municipality, master meter,
ete.). The memorandum added that other dats must be mutomated, including
information identilying whether an operator is u:der State or Federal jurisdiction,
and data relating Lo past inspection and enforcurient activity.

The OOL memorandum stated that a primary use of & data system should be
to provide "the necessary data to sssist the QOOE's regional pipeline inspectors in
conducting their inspection program,” Some efforts have been mad: in the past
toward devising a procedure for selecting the operators to be inspected. An OOE
manual presents a formula which attempts to determine the potential risk of an
operator's systern, based on data from the les’ and annusl reports. The validity of
this for.1ula has heen cebated within the OOE, however, and it is not asurrently
being used.

in 1978, problems with the pipeline data system much like those identified by
the 1974 University of Oklahoma study were again raised in reports from three
separate sources,

First, in April 1978, the General Avcounting Office {GAO) issued "Pipeline
Safety--Need For A Stronger Federal Effort,” a study which ideatified a number of
significant problems and weaknes:es in the pipeline salety program. Cne of the
GAO's findings related directly to the pipeline data system. 7The study concluded
that the OPSO nhad not developed nn effective data collection and analysis system,
and that only limited use had been made of the data which had been ac2umulated.
The report recommended that the Secretsry of Transportation direct the OPSO to
develop & more comprehensive data system and use it in administering the Federal
pipeline safety program,

Second, in October 1978, the NTSB published the resulls of a speclal study
entitled "Safe Service Life For Liguid Petroleum Pipoclines,” 23/ Though the report
dealt with liquid pipelines, it found problems in the OPSO data system similar to
those tdentified by the 1974 University of Oklahoma roport and 1878 (1AO study on
gas p'peline data. The NTSB recominended that the OFSO:

237 MTB, Offica of Operations and Enforcement, "Work Statement for Establishing
a Management Information System for the Office of Operations and Enforecement
{OOE)," (undsted), ? pp.

23/ NTSB, "Safe Service Life For Liquid Petroleum Pipelines” (NTSB-P3S-78-1)
October 12, 1978,
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Publish a plan that d seribes how the OPSO will use accident report
data to formuiate 3afety regulations and to develop & safe service life
mode! for pipelines. (P-78-58)

The MTH8 responded to the N1SB recommendation in February 1979, staling that
the Bureau would include discussion of its plans for relaling accident data to safety
cegulations in future issues of its Pipeline Sufety Advisory Bulietin. The MTB also
stated that it wus "not prepared to speculate in a published plan as to how the
eccident report data might be used to develop a service life model for
pipelines." 24/

Finally, in September 1978 the NOT completed a "Report of the Hazardous
Materials Transportation Task Force' While not dealing specifically with the
pipeline program, the study recommended:

That a centralized hazardous matecials information system be
established within the Department to collect and analyze hazardous
materinls program information. This information system should be
carefully designed to record the significant characteristics of 1DOT's)
programs in order to assist in the Department's planning, regulatoryv and
compliance efforts, 23/

Thus, almost 4 years after the University of Oklahoma report on the pipeline
data system, other analyses were reidentifying essentially the same problems.
These later studies, published at approximately the same tiime as the NPRM
proposing changes in the data forms, emphasized the limited use made of the data
and the absence of a comprehensive plan to identify specific data n2eds and direct
data use.

During the past 2 years, the MTB has responded specifically to the DOT Task
Foree's recommendation by initiating development of a Hazardous Materials
Information System (HMIS). 26/ The system will centralize data on hazardous
materials across all transportation modes, including pipeline, and its purpose will
be to

improve DOT's capability to administer an effective program of
regulation and enforcement which will minimize the risk, inlury, and
loss associated with the transportation of hazardous materlals of all
types, for all modes, including pipeline. An important corollary general
goal and objective of this system is the establishment of priorities and
programs which will permit the most effective and efficient use of
DOT's and espec:ally MTB's limited resc. rees. 27/

2/ MTB1+"er to NTSB dated Februavy 1, 1979, Brsed on this response, the Safety
Joard has classified the current status of this recommendation as "Open-
nacceptable Action.

8/  DOT, "Report of the Hazardous Materials Transportation Task Forece,"
feptember 1978, p. xiv.

#8/ HMIS is to be pert of a broader DOT-wide information system administered
within the RSPA by an Office of Transportation Information Poliey and Standards.
¢7/ MTB draft, "Preliminary Requirements Analysis for the Integrated Hazardous
Materials Information System,” p. 15.
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A Preliminary Requirements Analysis identifving, in genera! terms, the functions
of an HMIS and the types of data nveded, was completed in early 1980, and a draft
is currently being reviewed within the RSP A, As part of the HMIS, the TSC now
automates both leak and annual pipeline reports (validating the latier), and has
worked with the Safety Data Management Branch to improve the quality of the
data currently collected,

The development of the HMIS, however, is in its initial stages. In the future,
il the vystem develops as planned, the TSC will analyze more specifically the
pipeline data system, At present, the TSC's efforts have not dealt with mudifying
the pipeline data system (i.e., revising the data forms, automating data in addition
to the telephonic, leak, and annual reports, or developing a plan for data analysis)
but have focused on comeiterizing data which are currently collected,

Finally, it should be pointed out that the MTB is preparing a cost/benefit
analysis on several issues related to the pipeline data system. The report is
required by Section 110 of the Pipeline Safety Act of 1979, and will includec
analysis of the cost-effectiveness of establishing an electronic data-processing
system to process and maintain pipeline safety information, and whether it is
necessary and cost-effective to amend existing Federal law and reg-ulations on the
reporting of pipeline leaks.

VL. ANALYSIS

The NTSB believes that the pipeline deta currentiy collected by the MTB are
neither accurate nor reliable enough to provide the Bureau with a "sound statistical
base with which to define safety problems, determine their underlving causes, and
propose regulatory solutions.,” 28/ The problems with the pipeline data have been
extensively documented over the pait 8 vears by a variety of organizations
including the University of Oklahoma, the GAQ, the DOT, and the NTSB.

Examples of deliciencies in the data collected in accordance with 49 CFR
191 include the following:

(1) The duta forms themselves do not request sufficient information to
allow accurate identification and analvsis of safely problems. For
example, on the leak report fcrm, no information is requested regarding
the cause of reported material failures, In addition, these forms do not
collect information on deficiencies in operator procedures or on
employee errors which may have caused the incident.

The data forms are not filled out uniformly by operators. i{n some
cases, operators do not know the information requested (for example,
the date of construction of the pipeline system), or operators may leave
data entries blank. In other cases, the data supplied are inaccurate (as
whc.i subtotal columns do not add up to the given total),

g_g/ From notice establishing data reporting requirements, 35 FR 317, January 8,
1970.
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Some operators do nol understand the forms or exactly what
information is expected by the MTB. While instructions accompany the
annual report forms, some operators either do not foliow the directions
or do not understand them, No inctructions to aid the operator
accompany the individual leak report forms., One specific reason for
the need for explinit directions is that the meaning of some pipeline
terminology is not uniforin or universally accepted accoss the pipeline
industry,

The data forins are not adequately validated by the MTB's Salety Data
Management Branch. In a recent NTSB review of over 500 leak reports
concerning plastic vipe, 33 percent of the reports reviewed did not
indicate the tvpe of plastic involved in the incident. Thery was no
avidence that the MTB had taken action to require that these data be
reported by the operators involved.

The data are not representative of all gas pipeline operators and gas
pipeline accidents, and it appears that safety problems do exist in areas
or. which pipeline data are not collected by the MTB. The reporting
requirements set forth in 49 CFR 191 do not apply to rural gathering
lnes. As o result of a gathering line failure in Meridian, Mississippi, in
1974, the NTSB recomn.ended that regulations for rural gas gathering
lines be developed (see p. 15, footnote 20). Since this accident, the
NTHB has investigated 10 rural gathering line accidents whieh have
cauied a totel of 25 fatalities.

Leak reports are not required from distribution system operators
with less than 100,000 customers, regardless of the magnitude of the
accident. 29/ The 1974 University of Oklahoma report concluded that
this *seriously limited the use of the data system." The NTSB stated in
a letter to the MTR in February 1977 that its investigative experience
indicated that major accidents frequently occur in systems with less
than 100,000 services.

The eriteria wh.oh Jdefine a serious leak requiring a leak report
eliminate from any detailed reporting the vast mejority cf leaks. The
2,000 leak reports per year received by the MTB represent orly a small
percentage (about 0.2 percent) of the more than 840,000 leaks reported
to have been repaired by all operators during 1978. 30/ About 4,500
annual ceports are received by MTB from all operators. There are
estimated to be nearly 29,000 mester meter operators, all of whom are

28/ Distribution system operators with more than 100,000 customers constitute
approximately 10 percent of the total number of operators and service about 90
percent of the total gas customers,

30/ "Natural Gas Pipeline Statistics,”" Annual Report for 1578 (DOT-TSC-RSPA-
80-2) April 1980, pp. 2-5, 2-21.
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required to file annual reports. 31/ The MTRB is currently aitempting to
identify master meter operators who do not file annual reports, Since,
with its present stafling, the Safety Data Management Branch would be
unable to handle tiiow ands of additional annuel reports, it would seem
that an effort to increase reporting by these operators would better be
deferred until data needs from master meter operators are established.
At present, the MTB does not know to what extent safety problems
exist within this group of operators.

The MTB has recognized the inadequacy of the leak and annual report data at
least since 1973, when it commissioned the University of Oklahoma study. Yet
since that time, the MTB has failed to implement improvements. While work has
progressad on changing th~ data forms, the MTB has not committed itself to a
timely completion of tr.s task, and modification of the reporting requirements has
yet to take place. As a result of this failure to act, the same data which were
recognized as inadequate & years ago are still being collected today. Such
reficiencies in the data have been cited as a major cause of the irregular and
infrequent use of the system by MTB regulations and enforcement staffs,

A second and perhaps mcre important def.ciency lies in the MTRB's failure to
develop a plan for data analysis prior to beginning revision of the data forms, The
purpose of such a plan for data aralysis would be:

o to identify the questions which MTB pipaline offices need to
answer 1o better carry out their regulatcry and enforcement
activities

o] to specify what data are needed to answer these questions

0 to define how these data are to be collected and analyzed, and

(o} to describe who is responsible for these various tasks.

In its comments to the MTB's 1978 NPRM proposing changes in the data forms, the
NTSB stated:

Changes to the existing annual and individual report forms should have
been developed based on a plan for analysis. Through conversation with
Office of Pipeline Safety Operations staff, it was learned that no plan
for analysis has been developed, 32/

31/ MTB, Office of Operations and Enforcement, "Annual Report, Fiscal Year
1979," p. 8§, uses the figure 28,900 master meter operators in the five regions.
However, a study recently prepared for the DOT, using a sampling and
extrapolation technique (and considering only a subset .i all master meter
operators), estimates over 80,915 master meter operators in the U.S, See Gregory
C. Crapsas and Thomas W. Caless, "An Analysis of Natural Gas Master Meter
Systems  (Definition and Program) From a  Federal Perspective,”
(DOT-RSPA-MTB-Y9-5), June 15, 1979, p. 5-17.

32/ NTSB letter to MTB docket, OPS-49; Notice 1, dated July 10, 1978. A similar
recommendation resutted from a 1978 special study on liquid gas pipelines (see
page 16 above and footnote 23),
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No such data analysis plan has been developed by the MT3 during the past 2
years., While the development of the HMIS, and assistance by the TSC in this
effort, has improved the accessibility of the pipeline data, this program has not
dealt with improving the data which is collected or with the creation of a data
analysis plan, The work accomplished so far to modify the data forms has been
done without a plan identifying exactly what data are needed, what they are
needed for. and from whom these data must be acquired. Instead, ithe MTB has
solicited outside comment, and then, with its own staff, has attempted to establish
a consensus on specific aspects of the data forms,

Suggestions from outside organizations are essential to the development cf
changes in the data forms. However, the NTSB believes that the interests of
industry or other organizations and the concerns of the MTB are not the same, and
that consensus, while it may be a part of developing modifications in the data
system, is not alone an adequate mechanism for the MTB to have used to establish
an improved data system. In particular, it cannot provide a coherent organization
for the whole system, nor can it act as a substitute for the svstematic and exolicit
expression by the MTB of its data needs.

The NTSB helieves that development of changes in the data svstem has been
and will continue to be sericusiy flawed without a data enalysis plan to provide
organization and unity. Such a plan should be immediately developed by the MTB,
The Board further believes that the MTB must postpone its publication of revised
data forms and reporting requirements until such a plan has been formulated and
the proposed changes coordinated with it.

A data analysis plan would function to help the MTR deal with a variety of
problems regarding its data system. For example, such a plan would ensure that
the data collected accurately reflect gall pipeline operators and accidents, thus
furnishing the MTR with information on all significant problem areas. While the
MTB has acknov dged voids in the data, no significant efiort has been made to
determine whether safety problems exist in the systems either exempted from
reporting or simply failing to report. Part of the purpose of a data use plan would
be to provide criteria to plan analyses of these issues. For certain strata of
operator types, small distribution companies, or master mecter operaters, for
example, a sampling procedure might be most appropriate to determine safetv
needs or the propriety of more extensive reporting requirements. Decisions atout
what should be sampled and what the cut-off limits of certsin reporting
requirements should be {i.e., 100,000 or 2,500 customers serviced), should be based
on a set of criteria derived frem the pipeline offices' data needs. At present these
criteria have not been formally articulated by the MTB, A data plan is required to
meet this need.

In addition, a data analysis nslan would halp identify ways in which the data
could be used to help the MTB more effectively manage its resources. Such
management uses of the data could include:

(a) identification of pipeline operations which pose the greatest risk to the
public safety and on which the MTB and States should ccncentrate their
inspection and enfcrcement activities
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(b} determination of the frequenev and tvpe of inspection activity to be
conducted on an operator

(¢) evaluation of the adequacv of action taken by 3tates holding 5(s) and
5(b) certifications

(d) determination of the effectiveness of pipeline safety regulations and
identif.caticn of additional cafety problems which require regulatory action,

Pinally, it should be added that while the leak and annusl report date
collected over the past 18 years have been acknowledged to bz deficient, they are
far from being useless. The information is extensive, and that submitted by many
companies is accurate and thorough, The MTB also has availabie to it other data
such as tha results of inspeetion and compliance violaticn actions by its own
enforcement office and by the States. Part of the functicn of a data analysis plan
would be to coordinate uses of all the current pipeline data besed on the present
needs of MTB offices, including the utility of integrating various data types and
automating data files other than the telephonie, 12ak, and annual reports.

The NTSB believes that since the MTB staff wil remain relatively smell
while the gas pipeline network is projected to grow during the next decsde at the
rate of over 30,000 mil2s per year, 33/ the need for a well mansged data system is
imperative. Not onty must data serve to give the MTB an accurate and timely view
of the pipeline industry, but the data system should serve slso as a management
too!l to help the MTB guide and focus its limited resources on the most significant
problems, In order for this to take place, however, there must be strong and
unequivocal support for data system use by tr  VTB management.

In particular, organizational problems . "fecting the pipeline data system
must be resolved. At present there is no single office which has the defined
responsibilily and autherity for coordinating use of the data system or for planning
improvement. ‘The Safety Data Management Branch colleets and processes the
data and is developing the HMIS; the regulations office continues tc work on
maodifications to the reporting forms; and the GOE is responsible for enfereing the
reporting requirements currently in existence. The Safety Data Management
Branch, which deals most directly with the >ipeline data, is badly understaffed, and
is part of an office and division both without directors or acting directors,
Consequently, it is not a~ie to provide the remilations and enforcement offices
with adequate data or data analysis, and cannot reectify this situation without
instructions from higher authority within the MTB. This, in turn, leads to a
continued lack of cooperation between the tlree offices, The Safety Date
Management Branch must respond to requests from regulations or enforcement
offices which, in turn, are reluctan® to request data in which they have little
confidence.

It is neceessary for the MTB upper management to coordinate the activities of
the Safety Data Menagement Branch and the regulations and enforcement offices
concerning the development and use of the pipeline data system. The NTSB is
encouraged that the MTB is proposing a reorganization to create an Office of
Regulatory Planning and Analysis, which will apparently be designed te focus more

33/ Pipaline and Gas Journal, May 1980, p. 22,
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MTB resources on data processing and analysis. Both the speed with which this unit
is created and its success within the MTB will depend heavily on support from the
Bureau director and his staff, who must actively direct the participation in such a
system of all the variou: pipeline offices. The NTSB urges the MTB to pursue the
development of this office as quickly as possible.

V. CONCLUSIONS

1.

The data currently collected by the MTB are often inaccurate and are
not representative of all gas pipeline operators and gas pipeline
accidents., The MTB does not carefully validate the leak reports
received.

A major reason for inzccuracies in the data is the lack of explicit
instructions to operators for completion of all reporting forms.

The present data system is seldom used by MTB pipeline offices in
carrying out their regulatory and enforcement functions,

The data system is used primarily to fill external requests for
information, with irregular and infrequent requests for data made by
indiviZual MTB staff.

Inadequacies in the pipeline data svstem have been pointed out to the
MTB i1 the past. The MTB has responded slowly to such criticisms, and
has been developing new reporting forms for over 6 years. To date,
however, no changes have been impls  _ited.

The Safety Data Management Brancl, which is responsible for data
collection and processing, is understaffed and without a clear definition
of its function within the MTB.

There is little cooperation or coordination regarding the data system
between the Safely Data Muanagement Branch and the regulations and
enforcement cffices,

MTB staff resources are limited and, consequently, use of the pipeline
data to direct and focus resources is essential for the effective and
efficient administration of the Pipeline Safety Act of 1979,

The MTB does not have a pipeline data analysis plan. The development
of the HMIS has not included such a plan.

A data analysis plun is necessary to ccordinate an’ direct the MTB
pipeline offices in the use of the data system as a management tool.

A data nanalysis plan must precede revision of the reporting
requirements and data forms to guiZe the selecticn of data collected
end to assure that it is provided ir a useable form,

The MTB upper managemert must make a strong committment to
developing an improved data system and cocrdinating its use. This must
include strengthening the MTB vnit responsible for data processing and
analysis.




VII. RECOMMERNDATIONS

As a result of this evaluaiion, the National Transportstion Safety Board
recommended that the Materials Transportation Bureau of the Research and Special
Programs Administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation:

[~velop and publish for public comment a formal data analysis plan for
the pipeline data system, (Class Il, Priority Action) (P-80-61)

Expedite the proposed creation of an Office of Regulatory Planning and
Analysis and define responsibilities for development and management of
a pipeline data analysis plan. (Class I, Priority Action) (P-80-62)

Postpone promulgation of proposed, revised pipeline data forms until
development of a data analysis plan and coordination of the forms with
the plan. (Class I, Priority Action) (P-80-63)

Develop explicit directions for completion of the present data forms to
improve the quality of the information collected on these forms,
Assure that terms not universally accepted across the pipeline industry
are defined. (Class 11, Priority Action) (P-80~64)

Train existing cersonnel to more effectively validate incoming leak
report forms, (Class II, Priority Action) (P-80-65)

BY THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

/s/ JAMES B. KING
Chairman

/s/ PATRICIA A. GOLDMAN
Member

/s/ G. H. PATRICK BURSLEY
Member

ELWOOD T. DRIVER, Vice Chairman, and FRANCIS H, McADAMSE, Member,
did not participate,

August 12, 1980
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